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Statement of Work

Scope of Support.  This Statement of Work (SOW) is for consultant and advisory services required to
evaluate the administrative and financial management services and support provided to the Agriculture,
Business, and Education (ABE) program agencies and the Office of the Under Secretary, United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) including identifying opportunities for improving business processes
and objectively analyzing the level and costs of services provided to assure they are reasonable and fair
for each agency serviced. 

Background.  By Congressional and Departmental directive, a single administrative support unit was
mandated to service agencies of each of the six (6) newly defined mission areas of USDA in 1993.  As
part of the ABE mission area, approved by the Secretary January 11, 1999, the Financial Services and
Management (FSM) organization was established by consolidating previously distinct administrative
units.

It has been approximately two (2) years since FSM was established, and while much has been
accomplished in terms of customer satisfaction, it is time to evaluate levels of support the agencies
receive, the costs of those services, and FSM's prioritization of responses to customer service requests.
Through an objective third party review of FSM's service delivery, operational infrastructure, and
budget development process, it may be possible to identify opportunities for improvements in its
operational effectiveness and efficiency. 

This review is to be focused on FSM offices located in Beltsville, Maryland and Washington, D.C., and
cover services provided to the Headquarters offices of the four ABE program agencies also located in
Beltsville, Maryland and Washington, D.C.  Service to field offices will be addressed only to the degree
such services, and the policies and procedures established for those services influence Headquarters
operations. 

The Contractor shall utilize existing information to the greatest extent possible in the conduct of this
review and evaluation. Customer satisfaction information may be obtained through agency selected
customer interviews and review of FSM documented customer satisfaction surveys conducted over the
past 1-2 years. 

Contractor Requirements.  The Contractor shall be responsible for the conduct and completion of a
review and assessment report on current FSM customer service delivery and support to the four
program agencies of the ABE mission area covering the following areas and questions:

1. Budgeting and Cost Accountability.  This is to address the following questions:
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• Does the budgeting and cost distribution process used by FSM provide a full
accounting of costs for services provided to each of its client agencies?

• Are salary costs, including salary lapse rebates, properly distributed by agency?
• Are all non-salary costs (FSM central charges, information technology, policy

development, and agency specific travel) identified by FSM necessary to
carrying out FSM’s role and responsibilities?  Are there non-salary costs that
can be reduced or eliminated without compromising required and requested
services?

• Are FSM fiscal year expenditures properly documented and reported to client
agencies at the end of the year?

2. Effective Business Practices and Functional Responsibilities.  This is to address
the following questions:

• How well does FSM understand the people, needs, and organization of the
agencies served?

• Are there things FSM should stop doing that the agencies might do more
effectively and efficiently for themselves? Have the agencies identified and
communicated these areas to FSM?

• How effective are communications between FSM service providers and agency
customers at all levels?

• Does FSM properly carry out key USDA administrative and financial
management laws, rules, and regulations; and effectively and equitably
represents the interests of the ABE agencies in dealings with key offices of
Departmental Administration (including the Office of Assistant Secretary for
Administration; the Office of the Chief Financial Officer; the Office of the Chief
Information Officer; Office of the Inspector General; Office of Human
Resource Management; Office of Procurement, Property, and 

• Emergency Preparedness; Office of Civil Rights; and the Office of Small and
Disadvantaged Business Utilization?)

• Recommendations for Improvement - For these recommendations, does FSM
have the infrastructure and resources necessary to implement them?

 3. Organizational Alignment.  This is to address the following questions:

• What is the Optimal Organization for FSM, taking into consideration
organizational parameters for mission area administrative support units set by
Congress and the Department of Agriculture at the time of the 1993 USDA
Reorganization?

C Is the assignment of FSM staff to Policy Development vs Operations
appropriate?
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C Does FSM have sufficient skills to carry out its mission effectively and
efficiently?

C What is the general “organizational health” of FSM in terms of employee
morale, turnover, and workload assignments?  How does this affect service
delivery?

4. Contingency Planning.  This is to address the following questions:

C What recommended steps can FSM take, in addition to the Budget
Contingency Planning process outlined in Mr. Horner’s October 6, 1999,
memorandum to the Agency Administrators, to respond to a significant
reduction in FSM funds necessitated by reductions in annual appropriations for
any one program agency?

C Recommendations must take into consideration current USDA human resource
management policy, agency servicing expectations, and impacts on existing
economies of scale in FSM servicing (i.e., individual FSM employees servicing
multiple agencies).  What impacts do these constraints have on FSM’s ability to
adjust costs quickly and effectively?

5. Customer Service and Communications :  This is to address the following questions:

C Is FSM providing the quality services requested by its customers?
C Are current communications processes effective in assuring that FSM service providers

understand the customer’s service needs, priorities, and expectations; and in return do
agency customers understand the level of service FSM will provide and the time frames
in which service requests will be acted on?

C Are current FSM Division Customer Service Plans reasonable and effective in meeting
customer service requirements and expectations?

C What level of customer sampling is necessary to adequately assess general customer
satisfaction beyond what is currently done by FSM?

C Does FSM assign service priorities fairly and in a balanced manner across all four
program agencies?

C What additional actions should FSM consider to reassure its customers they are
receiving a fair return on their investment in FSM services?

6. Government Responsibilities.  The Government will provide the following:

• Organizational Charts (FSM and ABE)
• FSM Functional Statements
• FSM Strategic Plan
• FSM Divisional Customer Service Plans
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• FSM Operating Budget and Accounting Data
• Agency Directories
• USDA Departmental Administration Directory
• Access to ABE Policy and Procedural Issuances
• FSM Customer Satisfaction Survey Results

7. Reporting Requirements and Deliverables.  During the conduct and completion of the
Contractor’s review, analysis, report of findings, and recommendations:

C Prior to startup of on-site review, contractor shall meet with the four Agency
Administrators and Deputy Administrator, FSM, to assure contractor understanding of
issues and expectations within the scope of this SOW.  Contractor shall brief Agency
Administrators on general approach to meeting the terms of this SOW.

C The Contractor shall complete all on-site review work and submit a final report of
findings and recommendations to the Government within 90 days of contract award.

C The Government will be available to answer Contractor questions regarding this
requirement upon request during the contract period.

C The Contractor shall keep the Government apprised of the review’s progress.  At a
minimum the Contractor will meet with the Government and provide two interim project
status reports at 30 day intervals.

C the Government shall review and approve a “draft” of the Contractor’s report of
findings and recommendations 15 workdays prior to Contractor issuance of a final
report.

C Contractor shall hold a closing conference to brief the four Agency Administrators and
Deputy Administrator, FSM, on findings and recommendations.

C Contractor shall provide an original and 10 copies of a final report of findings and
recommendations.
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Enclosure 3

Performance Requirements Summary

Requirement Measure (Quality) Observation Method Standard +/- Incentives

Methodology, analysis,
findings, recommendations,
and final report.  

Concurrence of cognizant
Agency Administrators. 

Qualitative review and
assessment by Agency
Administrators.

High Quality –  Agency Administrators judged
the report as providing substantial  industry,
government standards and/or benchmarks for
comparison purposes and  to validate study
analyses; the chosen methodology for the study
was excellent and conducted in a logical and
sequential manner; final report strengths,
weaknesses and recommendations were well
written  and easy to understand; final report
made proficient use of color, charts, tables,
graphs, graphics, etc. to facilitate the
conveyance of information; final report was
judged as providing the Government a 90 to
100% confidence in the study methodology,
findings, analyses and recommendations. 

Average Quality –  Agency Administrators judged
the report as providing sufficient industry,
government standards and/or benchmarks for
comparison purposes and  to validate study
analyses; the chosen methodology for the study
was satisfactory and conducted in a logical and
sequential manner; final report strengths,
weaknesses and recommendations were
adequately written  and understandable; final
report made adequate use of color, charts,
tables, graphs, graphics, etc. to facilitate the
conveyance of information; final report was
judged as providing the Government a 80 to 89%
confidence in the study methodology, findings,
analyses and recommendations.

Low Quality –  Agency Administrators judged the
report as providing insufficient industry,
government standards and/or benchmarks for
comparison purposes and  to validate study
analyses; the chosen methodology for the study
was inadequate and was not conducted in a
logical and sequential manner; final report
strengths, weaknesses and recommendations
were inadequately written  and at times difficult
to understand; final report made inadequate use
of color, charts, tables, graphs, graphics, etc. to
facilitate the conveyance of information; final
report was judged as providing the Government
below a 79% confidence in the study
methodology, findings, analyses and
recommendations.

(+) .015

.00

(-) .015
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Performance Requirements Summary

Requirement Measure (Quality) Observation Method Standard +/- Incentives

Identify strengths,
weaknesses and 
opportunities/alternatives for
improving business processes
and determines if cost of
services assessed to each
agency are equitable.

Concurrence of cognizant
Agency Administrators. 

Qualitative review and
assessment by Agency
Administrators.

90 to 100 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

80 to 89 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial  efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented. 

75 to 79 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

Less than 75 % of recommendations
are feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

(+) .005

(+) .0025

.00

(-) .005
Identify strengths,
weaknesses, and
opportunities/alternatives for
improvement in staff skill
levels, practices and existing
resources. 

Concurrence of cognizant
Agency Administrators. 

Qualitative review and
assessment by Agency
Administrators. 

90 to 100 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

80 to 89 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial  efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

75 to 79 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial  efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

Less than 75 % of recommendations
are feasible and likely to generate
substantial  efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

(+) .005

(-) .0025

.00

(-)  .005
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Performance Requirements Summary

Requirement Measure (Quality) Observation Method Standard +/- Incentives

Identify strengths,
weaknesses, and
opportunities/alternatives for
improvement in budget
distribution process (budget
charge-back process).

Concurrence of cognizant
Agency Administrators. 

Qualitative review and
assessment by Agency
Administrators. 

90 to 100 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial  efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

80 to 89 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

75 to 79 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

Less than 75 % of recommendations
are feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

(+) .005

(+) .0025

.00

(-)  .005
Identify strengths,
weaknesses, and
opportunities/alternatives for
improvement in customer
service plans.

Concurrence of cognizant
Agency Administrators. 

Qualitative review and
assessment by Agency
Administrators. 

90 to 100 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

80 to 89 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

75 to 79 % of recommendations are
feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

Less than 75 % of recommendations
are feasible and likely to generate
substantial efficiencies in terms of
managerial, operational or cost
savings when implemented.

(+)  .005

(+)  .0025

.00

(-)  .005
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Maximum Incentive : 3.5 % of contract price
Maximum Negative Incentive: 3.5% of contract price
Definitions:

Requirement: the end or ultimate outcome toward which a program effort or activity is directed.

Observation Method:  how the final report will be measured for quality.

Measure:  a quantitative representation of an Indicator or a qualitative judgment concerning an Indicator

Standard: a reference point, preferably based upon a clear quantitative Measure, with respect to achievement of a Requirement or Objective.  In a
performance-based statement, a Standard may be further defined as the minimum level of performance below which achievement of a Requirement or
Objective may be compromised.




